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1. Introduction
The Binding Theory (BT) was one of the main research domains
within the GB framework, and many empirically important data from a
variety of languages in the world have hitherto been revealed by the
researches devoted to the BT ; whence, the descriptive adequacy of the BT
has accordingly been enriched so as to maintain the BT as one of the UG
principles. Within the Minimalist framework, however, it is unclear how
to formulate the BT, whose explanatory adequacy and its conceptual
necessity are yet to be clarified at any length, because it is requisite for
us, under the Minimalist framework, to discard any device that has no
conceptual necessity, no matter how empirically large coverage it might
have.
This paper aims to present one possible way to cope with the BT
within the Minimalist framework ; more specifically, it will be claimed
that only the BT for anaphoric binding can be manipulated under this
framework because it is very likely, as will be hinted later in this paper,
that the theory dealing with phenomena concerning pronominal binding
lacks any conceptual necessity though it is possible to establish the
conceptually necessary theory for anaphoric binding. To put our
Minimalist proposal about anaphoric binding succinctly, the indexing
mechanism of the standard Binding Theory A should be replaced with the
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necessity of the feature checking ; that is to say, it will be proposed that
the necessity for an anaphor to be c-commanded in the local domain
should be replaced with the necessity of the feature checking in the
domain of the Phase under the current theory of the Minimalist
framework.
2. Proposals
Chomsky (1986) gives the definition of the BT and the relevant
notions as shown in (1)−(3) below :
( 1 ) Binding Theory
A : An anaphor is bound in local domain.
B : A pronominal is free in local domain.
C : An R-expression is free (in the domain of the head of its chain).
( 2 ) Local domain
A local domain for α is the minimal Complete Functional Complex
(CFC) in which α is governed.
( 3 ) Complete Functional Complex (CFC)
Complete Functional Complex is a maximal projection where all
grammatical functions compatible with its head are realized.
According to (1), the relation between an anaphor (or pronominal) and
its antecedent is determined in the light of local domain, which uses the
notion of government. The problem is that the notion of government is
rejected in the Minimalist Program. The Minimalist Program hypothesizes
that the Faculty of Language, which is a component of the human mind/
brain dedicated to language, should be so limited as to be established with
the minimal number of theoretical conceptions. Therefore, the notion of
government must be discarded because its conceptual necessity cannot be
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speculated on for the Faculty of Language. Now that the notion of
government is immanent in the BT commonly assumed in the GB era, the
BT, if so defined, can never be maintained under the Minimalist
framework any longer.
Many studies on anaphoric binding under the GB framework have
demonstrated that there is a certain locality on the relation between an
anaphor and its antecedent. This locality on anaphoric relations can be
captured with the notion of Phase and the Phase-Impenetrability
Condition (PIC) under the Minimalist framework. The notion of Phase
has been developed and elaborated by Chomsky (2000, 2001) under the
assumption that the amount of the information in active memory should
be limited : The selection of a subset of Lexical Arrays and its derivation
should take place little by little in a limited workplace. This limited
workplace is called Phase. According to Chomsky (2000, 2001), a Phase is
CP or vP, which is alleged to be equivalent to propositions. In order to
capture some of the locality effects discovered in the GB era, Chomsky
(2000, 2001) provides the following condition, where edge is meant to be
either the Spec of HP or a position adjoined to HP.
( 4 ) Phase-Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
In Phase α with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to
operations outside α , only H and its edge are accessible to such
operations. (Chomsky 2000)
With this condition in mind, let us make a proposal about anaphoric
binding as in the following manner : An anaphor has some
uninterpretable φ -feature concerning its reference, which must be checked
in the domain of a Phase by a c-commanding element. The feature
proposed here is an anaphoric feature which determines the referential
relation between an anaphor and its antecedent. We propose to assume
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that the anaphor is considered to be interpreted as being identical to the
DP which has a checking relation with the anaphor ; if there are no DPs
which have an ability to bear the checking relation with an anaphor, the
sentence becomes ungrammatical because an uninterpretable φ -feature is
left unchecked, resulting in the crash of the sentences.
Here, let us summarize our proposals :
( 5 ) New Theory of Anaphoric Binding
a. An anaphor has an anaphoric φ -feature, which must be
checked in the domain of a Binding Phase at LF.
b. The anaphoric φ -feature of an anaphor is checked by a c-
commanding DP which has a set of Gender/Person/Number
features identical to those of the anaphor.
c. An anaphor gets an identical reference with a DP which has
checking relation with the anaphor.
The notion of Binding Phase in the definition of (5 a) is not quite the
same as the notion of Phase proposed in Chomsky (2000). Since anaphoric
binding is concerned with referential relations, the Phase for binding
relations at LF should be DP and IP, both of which are naturally expected
to have some reference. According to the definition of (5 a), the feature
checking takes place at the level of LF. This is because anaphoric binding
is concerned with the interpretation ; in other words, whether the feature
checking takes place or not has no influence on the phonetic form (PF). If
the checking fails to take place, the sentence becomes ungrammatical. It
is also noted that not only one particular DP but also other DPs can have
a checking relation with an anaphor as long as all of the DPs meet the
condition. The sentence in (6) below, for example, is ambiguous : The
anaphor can have either John or Bob as its antecedent :
( 6 ) Johni showed Bobj a picture of himselfi/j.
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In the next section, the theory proposed in this section will be examined
through analyzing various empirical facts : It will be shown that they can
be captured appropriately with our theory.
3. Analyses
In the previous section, our new proposal for anaphoric binding was
made. Then, in this section, we will utilize the theory to analyze various
types of phenomena concerning anaphoric binding.
3. 1. Simple Examples
First, let us look at the examples in (7) :
( 7 ) a. Maryi introduced herselfi to her friends.
b. [IP Mary is introduced herself to her friends].
c. Johni showed Bobj a picture of himselfi/j.
The grammaticality of (7 a) can be accounted for in the following way. In
(7 a) the Binding Phase of the anaphor herself is the whole IP as
illustrated in (7 b). In this Binding Phase, the DP Mary, which c-
commands the anaphor, has a set of Gender (Female), Person (third
person) and Number (the singular) features identical to those of the
anaphor. Therefore, the DP checks the anaphoric feature of the anaphor ;
consequently, the anaphor is interpreted as being identical to Mary in this
sentence. In (7 c), there are two possible DPs to check the anaphoric
feature of himself in the domain of its Binding Phase (the whole IP), the
anaphor can have the checking relation either with John or with Bob ; as
a result, the sentence becomes ambiguous.
Now suppose that there are no DPs which c-command the anaphor
and have a set of φ -features identical to those of the anaphor, the
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anaphoric feature remains unchecked, resulting in the ungrammaticality
of the sentence. In (8 a) below, John, which is in the Spec-DP, does not c-
command the anaphor himself. Since the c-commanding relation is
necessary for checking, the DP John cannot bare the checking relation
with the anaphor ; whence, the sentence is ungrammatical because the
uninterpretable φ -feature is left unchecked.
( 8 ) a.* Johni’s sister enjoyed himselfi at the party.
b. John’s sisteri enjoyed herselfi at the party.
Next, let us examine the case where an anaphor is embedded in a DP.
The following sentences are ungrammatical, because there are no possible
checkers for the anaphor in the domain of its Binding Phase.
( 9 ) a.* Johni saw Mary’s picture of himselfi.
b. [IP John saw [DP Mary’s picture of himself]].
c.* Johni read Mary’s copy of the article on himselfi.
As illustrated in (9 b), the DP and the IP form a Binding Phase,
respectively. There are no DPs which can have a checking relation with
the anaphor in the lower DP Phase. The anaphor in this Phase is not
accessible to any operation at the outside of the Phase owing to the PIC
(which is defined as in (4) above) ; accordingly, it cannot bare the
checking relation with the DP John in the next higher Phase. As a result,
the sentence is ungrammatical because the uninterpretable φ -feature is
left unchecked.
When there is no element in an edge position of the lower Binding
Phase, an anaphor can move to the edge position to have a checking
relation with the element in the next higher Phase. (The underlined
anaphor in (10) means that it is situated in an edge position.)
(10) a. Johni saw a picture of himselfi.
b. [IP John saw [DP himselfi a picture of ti]].
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c. Johni read a copy of the article on himselfi.
d. [IP John saw [DP himselfi a copy of [DP ti’ the article on ti]]].
As in the case of successive cyclic wh-movement, the anaphor himself in
(10 a, c) moves to an edge position where it can be located by a probe in
the next higher phase ; accordingly, the DP John with a set of φ -features
identical to those of the anaphor is available for the checking of the
anaphoric feature of the anaphor. As a result, the anaphor is co-indexed
with the DP John, as required.
As we have seen above, these simple examples can be appropriately
captured with our theory of the notion of Binding Phase, which is
reinforced with the PIC.
3. 2. Embedded Contexts
Next, let us look at complex sentences. Here are some examples in
which an anaphor is in embedded contexts.
(11) a. Johni thought that Bobj was hit by an opponent to himself*i/j.
b. [IP John thought that [IP Bob was hit by [DP himselfi an opponent
to ti]].
In (11 b), there are three Binding Phases ; namely, the DP including the
anaphor, the lower IP, and the higher IP. The anaphor moves to an edge
position of the DP, which gives rise to a situation where it can be located
by the DP Bob in the next higher Phase ; whence, the anaphor is
regarded as being identical to the DP Bob. The DP John, on the other
hand, is not a proper checker for the anaphor since the position of John is
not accessible to the anaphor ; as a result, the anaphor is not regarded as
being identical to John, as required.
The sentences in (12) below are accounted for in the same way :
(12) a.* Johni considers that Mary should not contradict himselfi.
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b. Mary says that Johni contradicted himselfi.
The checking domain for the anaphor in each example in (12) is the
embedded IP. Thus, the anaphoric feature must be checked within that
domain. In (12 a), there is no proper checker for the anaphor in that
domain ; accordingly, the sentence is ungrammatical because the
uninterpretable φ -feature is left unchecked.
Now, consider the case where the DP containing an anaphor is in the
Subject position of an embedded clause. In that context, it is possible for
the anaphor to have a checking relation with the matrix element. This can
be inferred easily when we consider the property of the PIC : The PIC
allows an element at the edge position of a phase to have access from an
element situated at the outside of the phase. Look at the following
examples.
(13) a. Johni thought that a picture of himselfi was given to Mary.
(Jacobson and Neubauer 1976)
b. [IP1 John thought that [IP2 [DP himselfi a picture of ti] was given to
Mary]].
c. Johni thought that an opponent to himselfi arrived at the
station.
d. Johni expects that pictures of himselfi will be shown next week.
(Haegeman and Guéron 1999)
e.* Johni expects that Mary’s picture of himselfi will be shown next
week.
f. [IP1 John expects that [IP2 [DP Mary’s picture of himself] will be
shown next week]]
In (13 a), the anaphor himself is interpreted as being identical to the
matrix subject John. As shown in (13 b), the anaphor moves to an edge
position of DP, a Binding Phase at LF. Because the DP is also at an edge
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position of IP2, another Binding Phase, the anaphor is accessible to a
probe in the next higher Binding Phase (i.e., IP1) ; as a result, the
anaphor can bear the checking relation with the DP John, as required.
The examples in (13 c,d) shows the same point as in (13 a). On the other
hand, the example in (13 e) is ungrammatical because an edge position of
DP, a Binding Phase at LF, is filled with the DP Mary. Consequently, the
anaphor cannot move there resulting in the failure of the checking of its
uninterpretable anaphoric φ -feature ; whence, the ungrammaticality of
(13 e) emerges.
In (13 a), the anaphor can move to an edge position of the DP at LF if
the position is still available. The same process is observable in the
following sentences with an expletive in the embedded clause.
(14) a. Johni thought that there was a figure of himselfi shown to
Mary.
b. [IP1 Johni thought that [IP2 [DP himselfi a figure of ti ]j was tj
shown to Mary]].
c. Johni thought that there was an opponent to himselfi in the
room.
At first glance, the examples in (14) are inconsistent with our theory
because the anaphor, which is interpreted as being identical to the matrix
subject DP John, is not at an edge position and the checking relation
between the anaphor and the DP John cannot be materialized. On the
contrary, if we closely examine the LF representation of these sentences,
the acceptability of (14 a) can be accounted for. As shown in (14 b), the DP
a figure of himself occupies the embedded subject position at LF where
the expletive there occurs at S-Structure. Because expletives are
uninterpretable and Chomsky’s (1986) principle of Full Interpretation
requires that they should not exist at LF, the associate of an expletive
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moves to the subject position at LF. This position, which is an edge
position of the Binding Phase IP2, is available for the operation involving
the element in the next higher Phase IP1. Then, this makes it possible for
the anaphor to have a checking relation with the matrix subject DP John,
resulting in the acceptability of (14 a) with the interpretation of himself
being identical referentially to the DP John.
As we have seen above, it is possible that an anaphor in the
embedded clause is interpreted as being identical to a certain feasible
element in the matrix clause. This is because an anaphor in an edge
position of the Binding Phase is accessible to a probe in the next higher
Phase. If an edge position is available at LF, an anaphor can move to the
position at LF, which gives rise to a situation where the anaphor can be
located by a probe in the next higher Phase, resulting in the co-referential
interpretation of the anaphor with the probe.
3. 3. ECM Contexts
Let us, next, look at the ECM construction. Here are the examples :
(15) a. Johni considers himselfi to be clever.
b. [IP Johni considers [IP himselfi to be clever]].
c.* Johni considers Mary to be too proud of himselfi.
d. [IP John considers [IP Mary to be too proud of himself]].
e. Billi expects Johnj to agree that pictures of himself*i/j will be
shown next week.
f. [IP1 Bill expects [IP2 John to agree that [IP3[DP himselfi pictures of
ti] will be shown next week]]].
In (15 a), the anaphor in the subject position of the infinitival complement
of the ECM verb is interpreted as being identical to the matrix subject.
This can be accounted for easily ; the position which the anaphor occupies
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in (15 a) is an edge position of the lower IP, a Binding Phase, where an
element can be located by a probe in the next higher phase. The sentence
in (15 c) is ungrammatical because the anaphor fails to have a checking
relation with any proper DP within the domain of its Binding Phase. In
(15 e), the anaphor moves to an edge position of IP3, a Binding Phase, to
have a checking relation with the DP John in the next higher Phase IP2,
but Bill is not available for checking the anaphoric φ -feature of the
anaphor because the anaphor in (15 e) is in the position where it cannot
be located by Bill owing to the PIC effect.
As we have seen above, anaphoric binding in the ECM context can be
accounted for easily with our theory of anaphoric feature-checking. Just as
in the case of tensed clauses, the infinitival complement of an ECM
predicate forms a Binding Phase, and an anaphor in the subject position
of the infinitival complement clause of an ECM predicate is accessible to
the antecedent in the next higher Phase.
3. 4. Reconstruction Effects
Finally, let us look at the so-called reconstruction effect, owing to
which the interpretation of an anaphor contained in a displaced wh-
phrase seems to be determined regardless of its surface position. In (16)
below, for example, the anaphor can be interpreted as being identical not
only to Mark, which c-commands the anaphor in the surface structure,
but also to any other DPs which do not c-command it in the surface
structure.
(16) Marki knows which picture of himselfi/j/k/l Johnj thinks Samk said
Danl liked. (Barss 2001)
Chomsky (1993) analyzes this type of reconstruction phenomenon
with the Copy Theory of Movement. In order to get familiar with this
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theory, take a look at (17) :
(17) a. Which picture of himself will John see?
b. 〈which picture of himself〉John will see〈which picture of
himself〉
c. 〈which picture of himself〉John will see〈which picture of
himself〉
In (17 a), the structure before the deletion of the copy is as illustrated in
(17 b) and the structure after its deletion at LF is as illustrated in (17 c).
In (17 c), the higher copy of picture of himself is deleted according to Copy
Economy, and only the lower one is visible at LF. In this structure, the
visible copy of the anaphor himself is c-commanded by the antecedent
John. Therefore the sentence is grammatical although the anaphor is not
c-commanded by the antecedent at the surface structure as shown in (17
a).
This is a summary of the Copy Theory of Movement. This theory can
be transplanted to our theory of anaphoric binding in the following
fashion. First, let us reconsider (16). As shown in (18) below, a wh-phrase
moves to the Spec of CP1 in the way of its successive cyclic movement.
(18) [IP Mark knows [CP1〈which picture of himself〉i John thinks [CP2 t″i
Sam said [CP3 t′i Dan likes ti]]]]
In this movement, the copies of the wh-phrase are left as illustrated in
(19).
(19) [IP Mark knows [CP1〈which picture of himself〉John thinks [CP2
〈which picture of himself〉Sam said [CP3〈which picture of himself〉
Dan likes〈which picture of himself〉]]]]
Following the Copy Economy, there are several ways of deletion of these
copies ; thus, we have several structures after the deletion of the copies in
(19) as illustrated in (20). Our proposal is that the feature checking of an
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anaphoric φ -feature takes place in these structures in the same way as
we have seen above. For example, in (20 a) himself moves to an edge
position of its Binding Phase DP and have a checking relation with the
DP Mark resulting in the coindexing of the DP Mark and himself.
Similarly, if the checking of the anaphoric φ -feature takes place in the
structure as shown in (20 b), the anaphor is interpreted as being identical
to the DP John. Thus, the interpretation of an anaphor should be
determined according to the way of deletion of its copies.
(20) a. [IP Marki knows [DP〈which picture of himselfj〉] [IP Johnj thinks
[IP Samk said [IP Danl likes]]]].
b. [IP Marki knows〈which〉[IP Johnj thinks [DP〈picture of himselfj〉]
[IP Samk said [IP Danl likes]]]].
c. [IP Marki knows〈which〉 [IP Johnj thinks [IP Samk said [DP
〈picture of himselfk〉] [IP Danl likes]]]].
d. [IP Marki knows〈which〉[IP Johnj thinks [IP Samk said [IP Danl
like s[DP〈picture of himselfk〉]]]]]．
As we have seen above, the argument reconstruction effect can be
captured with our theory if the copy-deletion system is transplanted to our
theory.
3. 5. Summary
In this section, it was demonstrated that a variety of sentences
involving anaphoric binding can be captured with our theory proposed in
the previous section. It is true that it is safe to say that the adequacy for
our theory has been shown empirically, but some theoretical problems
may arise : Why is it necessary that the notion of Phase should be
concerned with anaphoric binding? Then, in which respects does our
notion of Binding Phase differ from the notion of Phase in the current
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Checking Theory of the Minimalist framework? These questions will be
given an answer in the next section.
4. Theoretical Issues
As we have seen in the previous section, our theory successfully
explains various types of anaphoric binding, which, in turn, means that it
has descriptive adequacy at full length. Our theory makes the best use of
the notion of Phase in the Minimalist framework. Then, one might have a
question about it : Why should the notion of Phase, which is commonly
assumed to be used in the narrow syntax, be involved in anaphoric
binding? The answer to this question is readily given if one takes the
conceptual foundation of the notion of Phase into consideration under the
fundamentals of the Minimalist Program.
The Minimalist Program stipulates that the number of the
conceptions available in the grammatical theory of CHL should be so
limited as to be a natural model of brain, a biological organ. The notion of
Phase has been developed in order to reduce computational burdens on
CHL ; that is, under the assumption that the amount of the information in
active memory should be limited, the derivation of an expression proceeds
by Phase, which is a limited work place in active memory. Following this
assumption, it is natural that the computation concerning anaphoric
binding also should be performed within a Phase. As in the narrow
syntax, the amount of the computation at LF which handles anaphoric
binding should be equally limited ; therefore, it should be done little by
little within a Phase. In conclusion, it is safe to say that our application of
the notion of Phase to anaphoric binding is well-motivated in the
Minimalist sense.
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Then, why does Binding Phase assumed in our theory differ from
Phase under the current Checking Theory in that the former is defined by
DP or IP, whereas the latter is defined by CP or vP? This is because, as
was stated in Section 2, anaphoric binding is concerned with
interpretation. Recall that both DP and IP form an interpretational unit
because they have a reference from semantic viewpoints. Consequently, it
is natural that they form an interpretational workplace, just as in the
case where CP and vP, both of which have a syntactic unit because they
count as a propositional completion, form a structural workplace. Given
this rationale, it naturally follows that DP and IP should play the role of
Phase in the theory of anaphoric binding.
5. Conclusion
In this paper, one possible way to implement the theory of anaphoric
binding under the Minimalist framework was presented. First, it was
demonstrated, through analyzing the empirical data concerned, that the
theory proposed in this paper, being able to give a consistent explanation
to those data, has descriptive adequacy at full length. Moreover, our
theory somehow distorts Chomsky’s (2000) notion of Phase. It was shown,
however, that this is a natural extension if we take its conceptual
foundation into consideration under the fundamentals of the Minimalist
framework.
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